which it held in the time of Mr Hunter. Not that able men were idle in the discussion, but, prejudiced in favour of current doctrines, shrank from proper pathological inquiry. The controversial spirit of the past times brought into the argument more empty observations and party reprehension, than sound pathological facts. This, then, tended to retard the settlement of the question. And in the outset I would observe, that, however desirable it might be to have proper definitions of these diseases, and the relations which they respectively hold to each other, it would be still more so to have specific and determined rules to regulate their treatment. But as the attainment of the latter object is essentially founded on the former, this will presently come to be considered.
Of the origin of these diseases it must be confessed we know but little. Nor, practically speaking, does the subject deserve investigation. But 
